Authorship in the popular "Problemata Aristotelis"
Plutarch. These were first added in a Latin edition of 1548, "both in order to make our
[problems] more numerous from all sources and so that many pages are not left blank," but then became so standard in Latin editions that the four problems and the explanation continued to be reprinted even when blank pages still remained at the end of the work.
vii In a further difference with the learned tradition, only the "Omnes homines" appeared with works of medieval or modern origin, and in vernacular translations, as I discuss in more detail below.
In the learned editions of the pseudo-Aristotelian problems, prefaces and commentaries displayed a notion of authorship which seems quite familiar--one might call it "modern" if one remembers that it is very old. Humanist scholars discussed, as their successors have since, the authenticity of the work. This was hardly a new topic in the Renaissance either: "authenticity"
was one of the seven topics standard in the prolegomena to a commentary on a work of Aristotle Aristotle: the arrangement in the 38 books is confusion rather than order, with a plethora of examples in one place and a dearth in another, not to mention repetitions within and between sections. xi Furthermore, he concedes that not all the problems were composed by Aristotle: some were patched together by a third party from the works of Aristotle or of his pupil Theophrastus, whose discussions of the winds for example are recognizable in the Problems. A few problems are included which contain "futile weaknesses unworthy of [either of] these philosophers;
[nonetheless] I think it impious to condemn all the others on account of them. Certainly those taken from Theophrastus are Peripatetic and the doctrine of the pupil is in agreement with that of the master." xii Other scholars were less sanguine in their evaluation of Aristotle's contribution; thus Ludovicus Vives, in his preface to a 1554 edition, concluded: "it appears that this work was not written by Aristotle but compiled and collected from his disputations by those who heard them."
He too points to the repetitions, the lack of order, and the "many cold, light and feeble reasons, foreign to the gravity and sharpness of Aristotle's character, while still others are obscure and unpleasant. Indeed everything is left in doubt, nothing is affirmed." xiii Whatever their assessment, learned editors and commentators were clearly concerned to distinguish what Aristotle himself composed from the contributions of others--whether noted Peripatetics like Theophrastus, students compiling material garnered from the disputations they heard, or still other, less worthy sources. Similarly, scholars were concerned about the corrupt transmission of the text. As early as 1300 Jean of Jandun, professor in the Faculty of Arts at Paris, complained that "the Problems are commonly found corrupt and incorrect." xiv In the introduction to his fourteenth-century
French translation of the problems (which was never printed) Evrart de Conty noted that both scribes and translators had contributed errors to the tradition. xv In 1632 Settala carped especially about the existing Latin translations which preferred elegance to faithfulness; he announces that his new translation, provided with the Greek original, is written in a simple style, "faithful, almost to the word (as far as the language would allow)"; he follows the Greek text of the Wechel edition, with the excellent emendations of Sylburg, to which he has added corrections of his own. xvi Guastavini, too, is conscious of the variety of readings of the Problems, and explains the superiority of his source: he used a copy of a Basel edition annotated by a learned doctor who made many emendations from manuscript codices which were frequently preferable to the readings used by Gaza, although the latter's text is more widespread.
xvii These efforts to provide the most faithful translation of the most correct text correspond to that scholarly concern (most famously, but not exclusively, associated with the humanists) to recover and transmit the "authentic" text as well as possible. Judging from the one manuscript I have been able to see, the "Omnes homines" was known already in the middle ages under the complete title "Aristotelis problemata." xix The first
Latin edition I have found to mention "other philosophers and doctors" in the title is an edition of Basel, 1541 (although it calls itself a third edition), which also includes the problems of Zimara for the first time--the addition of Zimara's problems, although it is also mentioned separately, may have prompted the expansion of the title. xx From the very beginning, on the other hand, German editions containing only the "Omnes homines" boast of the opinions of the "natural masters Aristotle, Avicenna, Galen, Albert and others." xxi In any case, the notion that the work contains text composed by Aristotle himself becomes problematic as early as the preface (which is present in the Latin and French versions):
All men naturally desire to know, as Aristotle prince of the philosophers writes in the first book of the Metaphysics. Of which the cause can be brought back to this, that each being naturally seeks its perfection and strives to become similar to the first Being, divine and immortal, insofar as it can. ... And another reason is that each being naturally seeks the good so that it can preserve itself in nature. But all knowledge that produces scientia ranks among the honorable and good things, as is clear from the first book of De anima.
Therefore every man naturally desires to know, and as a consequence every scientia is to be desired (insofar as it can be apprehended by the human intellect). Although therefore any scientia is worth examining, nonetheless that one is more worthy of study which is more noble and more common than the other sciences. But the philosophical science confers the greatest pleasures, as is clear from the tenth book of the Ethics. Here again, there can be no pretense that the text is by, or even contemporary with, Aristotle.
The genitive "of Aristotle" in the title which is reproduced in all the vernacular translations, does not mean "by Aristotle," as it signals to us and, I would argue from the foregoing analysis of scholarly conceptions of authorship, to learned readers of this period too. Instead it fits a medieval use of the genitive in titles which was very flexible, designed above all to associate a text with a respected figure, whether an authority who served as the model inspiring an imitation or as the actual author of the text, or even simply the owner or patron of the work.
xxiv
The references to authorities in the "Omnes homines"--to Aristotle and Albert, Constantine, Galen and Hippocrates, whose names are often highlighted typographically when they appear--do not include specific quotations or locations to authenticate the opinions attributed to them. The refrain that the answers are "in accordance with the opinion of" such authorities serves rather to guarantee the truth of a kind of timeless collective knowledge of many authorities, which also undergirds all those answers in which no specific authorities are named. Only in one instance does the "Omnes homines" in its various versions introduce the voice of an authority more directly:
These are Albertus' words:
We saw that their two bodies were ioyned in nothing but in the back, they had two heads, foure feete, foure hands, and did go which way they lusted. And he saith, they reported unto us that there were two men ioyned in the backe, and were of a contrary complexion.... I aske how can this bee? It is answered thus: because the seede is cast unto the cels or receptacle of the wombe, which seede was enough for two children, and then by chance it dooth sometime happen, that the skinne or distance betwixt the two cels or receptacles is broken and they knit and ioyne in the back, and have two heads. Aristotle was first added to the title page, as I discuss below), the many 16th-and 17th-century editions of the "Omnes homines" perpetuated quite successfully a distinctly non-modern conception of authority little concerned with authentication. The "Aristotle" in the title advertised authoritative natural philosophical explanations from many different sources, just as the "Democritus ridens," in the title of another popular early modern genre, signaled a book containing jokes, which were equally timeless and without specific authorship. indicates that the genuine Aristotle, the learned Alexander and the remaining texts were printed in three separate print runs; but they were sold under a single title page which announced the entire mix of contents, although, given the second title page, probably in two instalments in the same year.
Significantly, in this association of the two generally separate traditions of problemata, the "Omnes homines" text is not called "Problems of Aristotle and other philosophers and doctors" as it was in other title pages, but only "Problems of other philosophers and doctors." "Aristotle," placed (as was usual) at the head of the title on the first title page, thus appears as the author of the "genuine" pseudo-Aristotelian problems and is omitted from the second title page which covers the remaining texts--Alexander, Zimara and the "Omnes homines". In this way the blatant contradiction underlying the circulation of two different texts of the same title under the same author "Aristotle" is averted. Within the text, however, the opening heading of the "Omnes homines," as well as the running heads throughout the text, revert to the usual appellation: unknown, yet they left many traces of their work on the editions they produced. Although the printers involved can often be identified, existing reference tools shed only a general light on internal editorial decisions and practices, and reveal above all that printers were often active in a wide range of publications, from the learned to the more popular. xxx Our best source for studying the evolution of the genre remains the extant editions themselves. Almost every edition introduced changes, which were unique to it or survived into later ones. Questions were omitted, e.g. "why are there no donkeys in Scythia?" from a Latin edition of 1643 of the problems of Zimara. xxxi Sections were subdivided in different ways: thus "on marrow" and "on hemorrhoids"
were separated out from a single section "on breasts" in early editions of the "Omnes homines"
and further subdivisions added in an edition of 1609. xxxii Answers were shortened in translations, spellings changed and printing errors introduced. Some changes (omissions, changes in order or numbering, for example) were no doubt unintentional; others were not. Most noticeable are the differences between the vernacular translations, ranging from the omission or inclusion of proverbial verses, as mentioned above, or the emphasis in translation given to naturalistic versus theological explanations.
In particular, the exceptionally complex answer to the first question of the "Omnes homines" about why humans alone among the animals stand upright, generated distinctions explanations (the will of the Creator; the greater perfection of humans over animals in the Creation; that man alone is ordained to heaven; that his soul is "like unto Angels"; that he commands all the other creatures) culminate in a "natural" explanation: each thing is naturally endowed with the form that suits its motion--having two feet, humans stand upright. While the French version follows the Latin in clearly distinguishing this "physical answer" from the earlier ones (although it too refers back to the religious purpose of the human form in an additional concluding sentence), the English omits the reference to two feet altogether and simply concludes that "man hath his face up to Heaven, to behold and wonder at Gods worke. The early German translations were also responsible for the first linking of the "Omnes homines" with childbearing literature, an association that reached its height in the English editions of the eighteenth century. In 1512 three paragraphs and in 1515 another two were added onto the end of the translation of the "Omnes homines," which briefly describe the stages of birth and recommend Eucharius Rösslin's "pretty booklet" on the subject, "called the Rosegarten of pregnant women and midwives." xxxvii In a 1540 German edition the title page announces that one "Quintus Apollinaris" has augmented and improved the text and culled the useless parts. Acting under this pseudonym was Walter Ryff, a well-known writer of popular medical handbooks active in Strasbourg: in revising the German "Omnes homines" he indeed removed a number of questions (about one in five), changed the prose and order of a few questions, and introduced some new sentences. xxxviii Most noticeably, he elaborated still further on the final paragraphs on childbirth, adding two more in which he ends by recommending his own recent edition of Albertus Magnus' work on the subject. xxxix The changes were announced in the title page of the first of the three editions bearing Ryff's modifications (presumably in an attempt to attract buyers to a "new and revised edition"), but they are detectable only through a close textual comparison.
Other anonymous German editors pursued the link with childbirth after Sylvius' new translation had eliminated Ryff's modifications, by publishing the "Omnes homines" with various works of Albertus Magnus, including his "secrets of women."
xl The anonymous translation of the "Omnes homines" into English remained entirely silent about the considerable additions made to the Latin original: a new preface was introduced, unrelated to the Latin preface (which was never translated into English); and 44 and, starting with the second edition of 1597, another 32 wholly new problems (the latter distinctly more terse than the traditional ones) were appended to and continuously numbered with the problems of the "Omnes homines" and of Alexander respectively, without any mention being made of these changes in the title page or elsewhere. xli In French the quite faithful translation has been attributed to Georges de la Bouthière, but probably without good reason.
xlii Like all texts, but perhaps especially those designed for a broader readership in the early modern period, each new edition of the "Omnes homines" was a composite text, the product of a textual tradition worked over by those on hand at the printer's shop to prepare a new edition.
xliii With the exception of Walter Ryff, these editorial figures remain completely obscure, as is generally typical of those involved in the writing, translating and editing of popular works; they were often employed by printers for hack work of many kinds and, for lack of learned publications, were omitted from the early modern biographical dictionaries which remain one of our main sources of information. One can surmise nonetheless that they performed the same kinds of services, probably in even less favorable circumstances, as the better-known editors of learned works--from establishing and even choosing the texts to be printed, to writing prefaces if necessary, to proof-reading and correcting the work in press. xliv This kind of potentially wideranging editorial intervention was no doubt also involved in the publication of the three collections of problemata attributed to learned men of the sixteenth century--Zimara, Scaliger The early illustrations all reinforce the generic kind of authority of the "most famous Aristotle and other natural philosophers" which is proposed in the title and text of the "Omnes homines."
Crude woodcuts, often recycled from other title pages, depict generic scenes of the teacher or scholar at work: the master lecturing, surrounded by students (Figure 1 ), the master and his pupil (Figure 2 ), or the learned man in his study, with books ( Figure 3 And therefore the bodie of man is made of a complexion most pure and delicate, and in shape comely and beautifull; and yet notwithstanding all these perfections which man hath in himselfe, few or none take delight in the studie of himselfe, or is carefull to know the substance, state, condition, quality and use of the parts of his owne bodie, although he be the honour of nature, and more to be admired than the strangest and rarest woonder that ever happened. The cause of this is no other, but bicause mans nature delighteth in novelties, and neglecteth to search out the causes of those things which are common.
I have therefore thought good, to give thee in a knowne tongue, this little booke, written by the deepest of all Philosophers, who teacheth the use of all the parts of mans bodie, their nature, qualitie, propertie and substance, which may bring thee in reading of it, if reade it thou wilt, no lesse delight than profit, nor no lesse profit than delight. The implication is reinforced by the caption of the frontispieces to the Problems found in some mid-eighteenth-century editions, in which, in one case, the philosopher is seen riding on a chariot, with rays emanating from his head and the caption reads: "great Aristotle's picture view, all others false, this only true" (Figure 6 ). The same exclusivist claim is made in a slightly later edition of a rather different frontispiece featuring the philosopher in his study, with globe, skeleton and books ( Figure 7 ). Which rival editions the anonymous author of the preface has in mind in complaining of those who bring injury to the "Public and the Proprietors" I do not know--the "genuine" pseudo-Aristotelian problems in any case had not been reissued since Settala's commentary in 1632; perhaps the comment was targeted at the New Problems of Aristotle, but this presumes the existence of editions of that work prior to 1725. Roy Porter suggests in his study of Aristotle's Masterpiece that the various claims of its editions to being the 26th or 31st
could have been exaggerations designed to heighten the desirability of the book. lxxi Similarly, it seems to me that in any case this rhetoric defending the authenticity of these "Problems of
Aristotle" is a useful marketing ploy. The commercialization of the trade in these no doubt very profitable books is also evident from the price printed on the title page (1 s. for a bound copy) and the advertisement for other works for sale at the same shop, including chapmen's books, broadsides, bibles, commonprayers, schoolbooks and "all sorts of stationary wares" from taxreceipts to lottery tickets. lxxii I will not venture here into the difficult question of who read these works and how.
Certainly the low price made them accessible to almost any reader, which does not indicate, however, that only the lowest social strata would have read them--there is good evidence for example that schoolboys from privileged backgrounds were avid readers of chapbooks of many types. lxxiii The external evidence for readership is virtually non-existent: these were books precisely of the kind never to be mentioned in library inventories, letters or printed works--not one contemporary comment on any of these Aristotle titles has yet been found. lxxiv Working from the evolution of the text and its presentation, one can nonetheless conclude that in addition to various other strategies, the marketing of Aristotle in the eighteenth century and beyond was well served by new, strong claims about direct authorship of the Problems. The anonymous editor of the eighteenth-century Problems continues:
I have therefore published this little book, wrote by Aristotle and the deepest philosophers who teach the use of all parts of the body, their nature, quality, property, and substance; and question not but it will afford both innocent, necessary and useful knowledge and prove profitable to both sexes. lxxv the reader may satisfy himself that he has the great Aristotle's complete Master Piece" lxxvi --the claim in this case is made of a work first published at most a few decades earlier, while the origins of the "Omnes homines" at least reached back into the mists of the middle ages. The declarations of authorship are bolder and more obviously deceptive than in earlier editions of the "Omnes homines," presumably driven by the need to advertise authority more forcefully in an increasingly competitive book market.
Whereas the "Omnes homines" relied on a conception of the author as a collective of timeless, faceless (although not always nameless) authorities, the eighteenth-century preface of the Problems of Aristotle claims a direct, authenticated authorship for a text (and a set of works)
that certainly could not meet the criteria for authenticity in learned circles. The extra prefatory boasting had become useful, it would seem, to counter rival projects and to sell a traditional text in an environment in which access to collective wisdom had become less attractive to readers than the promise of having before them what that deepest of philosophers, Aristotle, had genuinely written himself. Although clearly neither the printers, nor the editors, nor the buyers and readers in this transaction subscribed to a recognizably "modern" notion of authenticity and authorship, given the texts that they settled for, nonetheless they all felt they stood to gain from claiming direct access to Aristotle's real writings. The demand for authenticated authorship over traditional wisdom, although readily satisfied by simple marketing ploys, had spread beyond the narrow circles of the learned to the readers of these other "problems of Aristotle." (#330, section on divers matters). Since these editions are often hard to find, I will specify in the first reference where I consulted them; if no library is specified, I used the Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris. In this case, I have supplied the problem numbers consecutively throughout the text for convenience. In brief, the answers to these questions explain: red hair is weaker than other hair and therefore whitens sooner; yawning at the sight of another person yawning proceeds from the imagination; cheese, because of its thickness, brings the meat consumed earlier in the meal down to the bottom of the stomach; the act of love is so contemptible that beasts and men would naturally abhor it if there were no pleasure in it--nature therefore makes it pleasurable so that by it living things can be maintained; in birds the superfluity that would ordinarily be converted into urine is turned instead into feathers, so they do not urinate.
ii See Ann Blair, "The problemata as a natural philosophical genre," in Natural Particulars: Nature and the Disciplines in Renaissance Europe, ed. Anthony Grafton and Nancy Siraisi (forthcoming MIT Press). There I present more fully the different meanings of "problema," the learned origins of the genre, and the numerous early modern contributions to it.
iii The two texts are not distinguished, for example, in F. Edward Cranz, A Bibliography of Aristotle Editions 1501-1600 (Baden-Baden, 1971), 161 or in Pierre Louis, tr. and intr. Aristote. Problèmes, 3 vols. (Paris, 1991) , liii. Although I have found no specific discussion in early modern editions of the discrepancy between the two texts, there are many complaints among the learned about poor translations and the corruptness of the tradition; for one instance of the juxtaposition of the two works, see below. Aristotelis, Alexandri et Cassii problemata..., ed. Fridericus Sylburg (Frankfurt: Wechel, 1585) . See also the freestanding Latin edition that had appeared earlier: Cassius, Naturales et medicinales quaestiones lxxxiiii, Conrado Gesnero interprete (Zurich, 1562) . Guastavini, Commentarii, sig. 3r. xi "Haud vero mihi facile persuadeat quispiam, eos esse triginta illas octo sectiones, quam nos habemus: cum eas ab Aristotele, eo quidem ordine aut numero fuisse collocatas, non sit, puto, qui affirmare audeat, quae potius confusio, quam ordo est: cum pro varietate exemplarium, alia alibi plura, alibi pauciora: et alia alibi priora, alibi posteriora existante. Ut omittam quae saepius iterantur, tum in eadem, tum in varijs sectionibus: Argumento, ordinem illum, ac numerum non esse ab Aristotele." Guastavini, Commentarii, sig. 3v. On the contradictions in the pseudo-Aristotelian problems, see Flashar, Aristoteles: problemata, "Unde subdit Vicomercatus, Problemata illa ab aliquo ex Theophrasti et Aristotelis libris esse consarcinata, quod ut facile concesserim; sicuti etiam aliqua esse his sectionibus immista, quae nec in Theophrastum, nec in Aristotelem sint conferenda; quippe futiles dissolutiones et illis Philosophis indignas, quae contineant; ita horum causa reliqua omnia condemnare, impium existimem. Sane quae ex Theophrasto sunt, illa Peripatetica sunt, et discipuli doctrina, magistri doctrinae consentanea." Guastavini, Commentarii, sig. 3v. xiii "Apparet autem opus hoc non esse ab Aristotele conscriptum, sed ex disputationibus illius, ab auditoribus collectum et congestum. Multae insunt in eo repetitiones, quas nunquam reliquisset autor ipse, si in ordinem digessisset quae disputarat, et consignasset monumentis literarum. Reliquit autem studiosus coacervator, dum maiorem diligentiam adhibet in cogendo, quam iudicium in disponendo. Multae insunt in eis rationes frigidae, leves, dilutae, alienae ab Aristotelici ingenij gravitate, atque acrimonia, aliae obscurae, et molestae. Sunt enim dubitata omnia, nihil affirmatur." Vives, "Iudicium de problematis Aristotelis," in Problemata Aristotelis See the reflections by Michel Foucault, "Qu'est-ce qu'un auteur?" in Dits et écrits 1954 -1988 (Paris, 1994 ), vol. I (1954 xxii "Omnes homines naturaliter scire desiderant, ut scribit Aristoteles princeps Philosophorum, primo Metaphysicae. Cuius causa potest reddi talis, quia omne ens naturaliter appetit suam perfectionem et similiter conatur simile fieri primo Enti, divino et immortali, inquantum potest. ... Rursus et alia ratio est: nam quodcunque ens naturaliter appetit bonum, ut se conservare possit in rerum natura. Sed omnis notitia scientiam progignens est de numero bonorum honorabilium, ut patet primo de Anima. Ergo naturaliter omnis homo desiderat scire, ex consequenti omnis scientia (inquantum intellectui humano capi potest) est appetenda. Quamvis igitur quaelibet scientia sit perscrutanda, magis tamen illa, quae est nobilior et communior aliis scientiis. Sed philosophica scientia confert maximas delectationes." Problemata Aristotelis (Lyon: Paganus, 1569), sig. A2r-v. The preface is substantially the same across different editions: a comparison of this edition with that of Leipzig, 1490 reveals a few explanatory elaborations in the incunabulum which are not present in the later edition. But this preface was never translated into English--the English editions contained a new preface, discussed below. The Problemes of Aristotle (Edinburgh, 1595), sig. E8r (second quire with this signature), #294 (section on monsters). The Latin also uses the first person plural, "vidimus," an authorial "we" which diminishes the individuality and singularity of the author. (2 questions) . The same number and content of questions are redistributed among different subdivisions in these editions. xxxiii "Zum erstem mal wirt gefragt/ Warumb das sei als Galenus spricht/ das under allen thierlein allain der mensch das antlitz gegen himel geschickt und gewendt hat. Boetius im letzten Buch de cons. Philosophie antwurt/ Under allen thierlein so ist der mensch alleyn zu dem himelreich geschickt das erzeygt er mit seinem auffereckten antlitz da mit der Gott emsiglichen soll erkennen." Problemata Fragstuck Aristotelis Avicenne, Galeni unnd Alberti Magni (Strasbourg, 1540). I have found this version of the text in the editions from Ein tractat [1492] to Propleumata Arestotiles (Frankfurt, 1546) (Herzog August Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel), including those modified by Walter Ryff. There is a slight chance that this German translation was based on a vernacular manuscript tradition that was possibly as old as the Latin; I not aware, however, of the existence of any German manuscripts of the "Omnes homines," but there would be many places to look. xxxiv "Sexto respondetur, et ultimo, quod naturaliter cuilibet rei et operi talis figura est computanda quae suo motui fiet apta. Ut Coelo competit rotunditas, igni autem competit figura pyramidis, quae motui sursum est apta. Ergo rei bipedali, ut est homo figura diametrica, et figura pyramidis est aptissima. Ergo inter omnia animalia solus homo capite est elevatus." Problemata Aristotelis ac philosophorum medicorumque complurium (Lyon: Paganus, 1569), first question. Compare with the English version: "Sixtly, it is answered that naturally, there is unto every thing, and every worke, that forme and figure given, which is fit and proper for his motion; as unto the Heaven roundnes, to the fire a pyramidall forme, that is broade beneath and sharpe toward the top, which forme is most apt to ascende: and so man hath his face up to Heaven, to behold and wonder at Gods worke." The Problemes of Aristotle (Edinburgh, 1595); with the French: "Finalement on baille telle reponse physicale: il est requis donner à chacune chose telle forme et figure qu'elle soit selon sa nature propre et convenable à son mouvement: comme au ciel rondeur: au feu, forme pyramidale: l'une estant commode à virer et tourner, l'autre à monter en haut. Dont s'ensuit que à ce qui est bipedal, c'est à dire ayant deux pieds, la figure pyramidale et diametrale, qui est à dire droite et eslevee est tresapte et convenable." Problèmes d'Aristote et autres philosophes (Lyon: de Tournes, 1587); and with the German translation of Sylvius: "Zum sechsten und letzten wird geantwortet: Dass von Natur eim jeglichen Ding und Werck eine solche Gestalt und Form soll zugemessen und zugethan werden, die zu desselben bewegung dienlich mög seyn. ... Daher auch eim zweyfüssigen Thier, wie der Mensch ist, die starcke und in die spitze auffgerichte Gestalt am aller bequemesten und förmlichsten ist. Derhalben von wegen dieser Ursachen aller ist under allen Thieren der Mensch allein mit dem Haupt auffgerichtet."
